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I. By Miss F. M. Lztenron. 


Carpolyza tenella (L.f.) Leighton. 

Crinum tenellum L.f. Suppl. Pl. p. 194 (1781) ; Jacq. Ic. II t. 363 
(1786—93). 

Haemanthus spiralis Ait. Hort. Kew. ed. I. vol. 1, p. 405 (1789). 

Carpolyza spiralis Salisb. Parad. Lond. t. 63 (1806) ; Salisb. Gen. 
119 (1866) ; Herb. Amaryll. 292, t. 29, fig. 9 (1837) ; Bak. 
Fl. Cap. VI, p. 192 (1896). 

Hessea spiralis Berg. in Linnaea I, p. 252 (1826). 

Strumaria spiralis Ait. Hort. Kew. ed. IL, vol. 2, p. 213 (1811). 

Amaryllis spiralis L'Hér. Sert. Angl. 10, t. 13 (1788). 


It is necessary to change the name of the genus Hessea of Herbert 
(Amaryll. 1837) since Bergius (in Linnaea I, p. 252, 1826) had previously 
used the name Hessea for the genus Carpolyza, so that Hessea Herb. is 
invalid. It appears that the first valid name for this genus is Periphanes 
Salisb. (Gen. p. 118, 1866) which was given to the species known as 
Hessea crispa and Hessea stellaris. 


Periphanes stellaris Salisb. Gen. p. 118 (1866). 
Amaryllis stellaris Jacq. Hort. Schoenbr. I, t. 37 (1797); Willd. 
Sp. Pl. II, p. 61 (1800); Ait. Hort. Kew. ed. II, vol. 2, p. 
229 (1811). 
Strumaria stellaris Gawl. Bot. Mag. sub t. 1363 (1811). 
Hessea stellaris Herb. Amaryll. p. 289 (1837); Kunth Enum. V. 
p. 630 (1850) ; Bak. Fl. Cap. VI p. 189 (1896). 
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Periphanes cinnamomea (L'Hér.) Leighton. 
Periphanes crispa Salisb. Gen. p. 118 (1866). 
Amaryllis cinnamomea L’ Hér. Sert. Angl. p. 16, t. 17 (1788). 
Hessea cinnamomea (L'Hér.) Dur. & Schinz Consp. Fl. Afr. p. 242 
(1895). 
Hessea crispa Kunth Enum. V, p. 632 (1850); Bak. FI. Cap. VI, 


p- 190 (1896). 
Amaryllis crispa Jacq. Hort. Schoenbr. I, t. 72 (1797). 


Strumaria crispa Gawl. Bot. Mag. t. 1363 (1811). 


Periphanes dregeana (Kunth) Leighton. 
Hessea dregeana Kunth Enum. V, p. 633 (1850); Bak. Fl. Cap. 
VI, p. 190 (1896). 


Periphanes Zeyheri (Bak.) Leighton. 
Hessea Zeyheri, Bak. Handb. Amaryll. p. 22 (1888); Bak. FI. 
Cap. VI, p. 191 (1896) ; Fl. Pl. S. Afr. t. 43 (1922). 


Periphanes brachyscypha (Bak.) Leighton. 
Hessea brachyscypha Bak. Fl. Cap. VI, p. 191 (1896). 
Hessea bachmanniana Schinz in Bull. Herb. Boiss. IV, p. 812 (1896). 


Periphanes spiralis (Bak.) Leighton. 
Hessea spiralis Bak. Handb. Amaryll. p. 22 (1888) ; Bak. Fl. Cap. 
VI, p. 191 (1896). 


Periphanes Leipoldtii (L. Bolus) Leighton. 
Hessea Leipoldti? L. Bolus in S.A. Gard. XX, p. 148 (May, 1930). 


Periphanes gemmata (Ker) Leighton. 

Strumaria gemmata Ker Bot. Mag. t. 1620 (1814). 

Hessea gemmata B. & H. Gen. Pl. III, p. 721 (1883). 

Imhofia gemmata Herb. Amaryll. p. 291 (1837) ; Kunth Enum. V, 
p. 627 (1850). 

Imhofia burchelliana Herb. Amaryll. p. 290 (1837) ; Kunth Enum. 
V, p. 628 (1850). 

Hessea burchelliana B. & H. Gen. Pl. III, p. 721 (1883). 


Periphanes karooica (Barker) Leighton. 
Hessea karooica Barker in Journ. S. A. Bot. vol. I, p. 32 (1935). 


Periphanes unguiculata (Barker) Leighton. 
Hessea unguiculata Barker in Journ. 8. A. Bot. vol. I, p. 33 (1935). 
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Periphanes strumosa (Ait.) Leighton. 

Leucojum strumosum Ait. Hort. Kew. ed. I, vol. I, p. 407, t.s. 
(1789) ; Jaeq. Ic. II, t. 361 (1786—93) ; Thunb. Prod. p. 58 
(1794). 

Strumaria filifolia Edwards Bot. Reg. t. 440 (1820). 

Strumaria strumosa Salisb. Gen. p. 127 (1866). 

Imhofia filifolia Herb. Amaryll. p. 290 (1837) ; Kunth Enum. V, 
p. 625 (1850). 

Hessea filifolia B. & H. Gen. Pl. III, p. 721 (1883). 

Until further work is done to ascertain the exact manner of attach- 
ment of the anthers to the filaments this species has been placed with the 
other members of the former genus Hessea. It might, however, prove 
to be a Strumaria. 

It is doubtful from the description whether Hessea Schlechteri O. K. 
(Rev. Gen. III. 2. p. 310, 1898) is not à Nerine, and it has accordingly 
been excluded from the above list until material is available for examina- 
tion. 


Albuca canadensis (L.) Leighton. 
Albuca major L. Sp. Pl. ed. II, p. 438 (1762). 
Albuca minor L. ibid. 
Ornithogalum canadense L. Sp. Pl. ed. I, p. 308 (1753). 
Linnaeus followed Cornut who had erroneously ascribed this South 
African plant to Canada. i 


Bruusvigia orientalis (L.) Ait. ex Eckl. Top. Verz. p. 7 (1827). 

Amaryllis orientalis L. Sp. Pl. p. 293 (1753). 

Brunsvigia gigantea Heister Monog. (1753). 

Brunsvigia multiflora Ait. Hort. Kew. ed. II, vol. II, p. 230 (1811). 

Ecklon in his Topographisches Verzeichniss p. 7 makes the combination 

Brunsvigia orientalis for the first time though he ascribes it to Aiton. 
Possibly he had seen a manuscript name on a plant named by Aiton. 
He attributes the genus to Ker, probably from the article under t. 923 
in the Bot. Mag. In the second edition of the Hortus Kewensis Aiton 
gives the specific epithet multiflora in transferring the plant from Amaryllis 
to Brunsvigia. In the second edition of the Species Plantarum Linnaeus 
cites Heister's Brunsvigia as a synonym of Amaryllis orientalis. 


II. By Mrs. M. R. Levyns. 


EROEDA Levyns nom. nov. 
The name Oedera which was established by Linnaeus (Mant. II, p. 
159, 1771) for a genus of Compositae, is antedated by Oedera Crantz 
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(De duab. Dracon. arb. p. 13, 1768), a genus belonging to Liliaceae. R. 
Mansfeld drew attention to this (Kew Bull. 1935, p. 441) and stated that 
a new name ought to be found for the Linnaean genus. The anagram 
Eroeda is proposed. This change of name necessitates several new com- 
binations as follows : Eroeda hirta (Thunb.) Levyns comb. nov. ; Eroeda 
imbricata (Lam.) Levyns comb. nov. (= Oedera latifolia Less); Eroeda 
intermedia (DC) Levyns comb. nov. ; Eroeda capensis (L.) Levyns comb. 
nov. (= Oedera prolifera L.); Eroeda laevis (DC.) Levyns comb. nov. ; 
Eroeda Muirii (C. A. Smith) Levyns comb. nov. 


Scirpus Leptus (C.B.C1.) Levyns comb. nov. 

This species was described by Clarke as Eleocharis Lepta. However, 
it lacks the characteristic swollen style base of Eleocharis. The type 
specimen (Wolley Dod 3541) is young and there are no fruits. Three 
minute perianth bristles are present but similar bristles are found in 
many species of Scirpus. The species is closely related to Scirpus deli- 
catulus Levyns from which it differs in its lack of leaf blades and in its 
perianth bristles. 


Felicia amoena (Sch. Bip.) Levyns comb. nov. 

This species may be distinguished from F. Pappe? (Harv.) Bolus and 
Wolley Dod by its slightly fleshy, almost glabrous, linear-spathulate 
leaves and by a tendency for the lower decumbent branches to root at 
the nodes. It was first described as Agathaea amoena, based on a specimen 
collected by Krauss on the sandy shore at Hout Bay. This species is 
locally common at Hout Bay to-day and seems sufficiently distinct from 
F. Pappei to warrant retention. 


Diplopappus fruticosus (L.) Levyns. nov. comb. 

Aster exilis Ell., a recent introduction from America, is spreading 
rapidly as a weed on the Cape Peninsula. The inclusion of this plant as 
à constituent of the flora of the Cape Peninsula necessitates a change of 
name for a native plant, Aster fruticosus L., which clearly does not belong 
to the same genus. It is therefore proposed tc adopt the generic name 
Diplopappus, used by Harvey in the Flora Capensis, for the plant hitherto 
known as Aster fruticosus. Harvey unfortunately used the combination 
Diplopappus fruticulosus Less. As the original name of the species was 
Aster fruticosus L., it is necessary to make anew combination, Diplopappus 
fruticosus. 


Chironia decumbens Levyns nom. nov. 
Chironia maritima Eckl. is antedated by Chironia maritima Willd., a 
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name given to a non-African plant. As Chironia maritima Eckl. has no 
valid name, Chironia decumbens is proposed for it. 


Microdon capitatus (Berg) Levyns comb. nov. 

This species has hitherto been known as Microdon ovatus Choisy, based 
on Lippia ovata L. (Mant. I, p. 89). Selago capitata Berg was an earlier 
name for the same plant. 


III. By Miss G. J. Lewis. 


Herschelia lacera (Swartz) Lewis comb. nov. 

Disa lacera Swartz in Vet. Acad. Handl. Stockh. (1800), 212 ; Thunb., 
Fl. Cap. ed. Schult., 12; Lindl., Gen. & Sp. Orch., 354; Drege, Zwei 
Pfl. Documente, 122; Sond., in Linnaea xix, 97; Journ. Hort. (1888), 
ii, 220, fig. 24; N.E. Br., in Gard. Chron. (1888), iv, 664; Bolus, in 
Journ. Linn. Soc., xxv, 202; Ic. Orch. Austr.-Afr., iii, t. 52; Dur. & 
Sch., Conspect. Fl. Afr., v, 103 ; Kranzl. Orch. Gen. et Sp., i, 797, partly ; 
Schlechter in Engl. Jahrb., xxxi, 287. D. lacera var. multifida N.E. Br., 
in Gard. Chron. (1888), iv, 664, fig. 93; Bot. Mag. t. 7066. D. barbata 
Lindl., Gen. & Sp. Orch., 354, partly, not of Sw. D. venusta Bolus, in 
Journ. Linn. Soc. xx, 482; Trans. S. Afr. Phil. Soc. v, 170, t. 9; N.E. 
Br., in Gard. Chron. (1885), xxiv, 232; Dur. & Sch., Conspect. Fl. Afr. 
v, 110. Herschelia venusta Kranzl., Orch. Gen. et Sp. i, 805 (1900) ; 
Rolfe, in Fl. Cap. v, 202. 


Gladiolus monticolus Lewis nom. nov. 

I propose this name for the small Gladiolus, endemic on Table Mt., for 
many years known as G. tabularis Eckl. (Top. Verz. 38 (1827)). Unfor- 
tunately Ecklon’s name is not valid as it is antedated by G. tabularis 
Pers. (Syn. i, 44 (1805)). G. tabularis of Persoon is Exohebea parviflora 
(Jaeq.) Foster (Contr. from Gray Herb. of Harvard Univ. exxvii, 38 
(1939)). 


Dr. N. E. Brown, in his notes on the South African Iridaceae of 
Thunberg's herbarium (Journ. Linn. Soc. xlviii, 54 (1928)), made the 
following comment on Moraea umbellata Thunb: “ Two sheets: (a) is 
Moraea umbellata Thunb. The type specimen of the species. It is the 
same plant as Zeyher 4087 and is distinct from M. edulis Ker. (b) This 
is not the same as M. wmbellata Thunb. nor is it M. edulis Ker as named 
by Klatt. It is the same as a specimen at Kew collected by Wallich.” 

A specimen of Zeyher 4087 from the South African Museum herbarium 
was compared with the type of Homeria bobartioides L. Bolus at the 
Bolus Herbarium and found to be the same. There is no doubt that 
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this plant is a Homeria and not a Moraea and that Thunberg’s specific 
epithet, being the earliest, should be retained. I therefore propose the 
following combination :— 

Homeria umbellata (Thunb.) Lewis comb. nov. 

Moraea umbellata Thunb. Diss Mor. 13 (1787) ; Diss. no. 16; Prodr. 
11; Fl. Cap. i, 279; M. fasciculata Soland MSS.; M. edulis Ker var. 
umbellata (Thunb.) Baker Fl. Cap. vi, 21; Bobartia wmbellata Ker Gen. 
Irid. 31; Aristea umbellata Spreng. Syst. Veg. i, 158; Homeria bobar- 
tioides L. Bolus Journ. Bot. Ixix (1931) 12. 

This species appears to have a fairly wide range of distribution. It 
has been recorded from the Piquetberg, Malmesbury, Stellenbosch, 
Worcester, Robertson and Caledon Districts. 


There is considerable confusion about the identity of Moraea aristata 
(Houtt.) Asch. & Graebn., and the various views concerning this plant 
are given in the following notes. Two species have been confused under 
this name and these require renaming as the combination itself is not 
valid. As Houttuyn's figure and description are not available in this 
country and have not been seen, it is not possible to arrive at a certain 
conclusion. Also it has not been possible to examine the older specimens 
in herbaria overseas. 

The combination as published is as follows :— 

Moraea aristata Asch. & Graeb. Syn. Mitteleurop. Fl. iii, 518 (1905—07). 
Vieusseuxta aristata Houtt. Handl. xii, 105, t. 80 (1780). ris tricuspidata 
L.f. Suppl. 98 (1781). Iris tricuspis Jacq. Ic. ii, t. 222 (left fig.) (1786—93). 
Moraea tricuspis Ker Bot. Mag. t. 696 (1803). Vieusseuxia tricuspis 
Spreng. Syst. Veg. i, 165 (1825). 

In making this combination Ascherson and Graebner have obviously 
overlooked the earlier use of the name aristata by De la Roche (1766) 
and have taken the plant figured and described by Houttuyn to be the 
same as both [ris tricuspidata L.f. and Moraea tricuspis Ker. var. A. In 
1928, in his notes on the Iridaceae of Thunberg's herbarium (Journ. 
Linn. Soc. xlviii, 39) Dr. N. E. Brown adopted Ascherson and Graebner's 
combination but applied it to the plant hitherto known as Moraea 
glaucopis. He retained as a synonym Iris tricuspidata L.f. and added 
Moraea glaucopis Drap. but excluded Moraea tricuspis Ker which he 
rightly regarded as a separate species. The following are his comments :— 

“I. tricuspis Thunb. Diss. Iris, 14 (1782). Five sheets :— 

land 2. Moraea aristata Aschers & Graebn. Synop. Mitteleurop. 
Fl. iti, 518 (1906).  Vieusseuxia aristata Houtt. Handl. xii, 92, 
t. 80, f. 1 (1780) ; Iris tricuspidata Linn. f. (1781) ; Vieus- 
seuxia glaucopis DC. (1803) ; Moraea glaucopis Drap. (1836). 
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Although the figures in Houttuyn's ‘ Handleiding ' are 
usually fairly good, the colouration of them is execrable and 
. very misleading unless the description is consulted. The 
flower in the figure quoted is coloured uniformly pale and 
dingy yellow, but is correctly described as white, with a 
purple spot at the base of the limb of the outer perianth- 
segments ; otherwise the figure clearly represents the plant 
known as Moraea glaucopis, and agrees with the type of Iris 
tricuspidata Linn. f., of which there is an authentic specimen 
in the Smith Herbarium, received from Thunberg in 1791. 
It is not the same plant as that figured in the Bot. Mag. at t. 
696 as Moraea tricuspis var. a, nor is Thunberg's plant Vieus- 
seuxia villosa Spreng., as named by Klatt on the sheet. 
3 seems different from the plant on sheets 1 and 2, and Klatt may 
be right in naming it Vieusseuxia Bellenden? Sweet. 
4 is Moraea villosa Ker. 
5 contains two species, which I have marked À and B :— 
A is probably Moraea tricuspis Ker, as to Bot. Mag. t. 696. 
It is not M. aristata Aschers. & Graebn. 
B is a species of Moraea, which is the same as Burchell 6386, 
placed under M. polyanthos Thunb. by Baker. Neither 
specimen is Homeria miniata as named by Klatt.” 

So far this appears satisfactory except that the species known as 
Moraea tricuspis Ker (based on Iris tricuspis Thunb.) is left without a 
name, but a year later, in his notes on the Iridaceae of Burmann's FI. 
Cap. Prodr. (Kew Bull. 1929, 138), N. E. Brown made the following re- 
marks :— 

* Vieusseuxia aristata Burm. not of La Roche. The herbarium con- 
tains three sheets so named. The principal one, and probably that 
intended to bear the name = Moraea villosa Ker, and from this specimen 
the figure in Houttuyn Handleid. xii, t. 80, f. 1, named V. aristata was 
evidently drawn; but this specimen is certainly M. villosa, and has 
pubescent leaves and purplish flowers.” 

From this it is clear that Burmann's specimen is M. villosa, but if it 
is the plant figured by Houttuyn, as N. E. Brown suggests, then it would 
seem that V. aristata Houtt. must be the same as Moraea villosa and not 
M. glaucopis which is a different species. N. E. Brown made no reference 
to his earlier work and the position as regards the identity of Houttuyn's 
plant is therefore very difficult. 

There seem to be two possible interpretations of N. E. Brown's 
position. (1) That his later work supersedes the earlier and that he 
means to imply that his first identification of Iris tricuspidata L.f. and 
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Moraea glaucopis Drap. with Houttuyn’s figure was not accurate. (2) 
That his earlier identification is to stand and that both these are Moraea 
villosa. Bearing in mind all Dr. Brown’s remarks, this latter interpreta- 
tion is extremely unlikely. If one accepts the view that Houttuyn’s figure 
was drawn from a specimen of M. villosa then his name must apply to 
that species. The following extract from Dr. Brown’s notes on Burmann’s 
Iridaceae (Kew Bull. 1929, 129) adds some weight to this view :— 

“ The collection is an interesting one ; the specimens are mostly very 
good and well preserved. Many of them are from cultivated plants, and 
some, I find, are the actual specimens from which the figures in Houtt. 
Handl. Plant. en Kru. Vol. xii, were drawn. "These figures, on account 
of their worthless colouration, have by many been considered to be poor 
or bad figures; but so far as these specimens show, in outline and size 
they are exceedingly accurate, so that a photograph would scarcely give 
the outline more exactly. The names, however, under which they are 
figured, require to be investigated before accepting them as authentic." 

It remains now to show why Houttuyn's use of the name aristata was 
invalid. In 1766 De la Roche (Descr. 1, 31—34) described three species 
of Vieusseuria, namely (1) V. spiralis; (2) V. fugax; (3) V. aristata. 
The first, V. spiralis De la R., is now Moraea Bellenden? N.E. Br. (Kew 
Bull. 1929, 139). The two others, however, have been the cause of some 
confusion due to the fact, as pointed out by Ker, that there is very little 
doubt that De la Roche mixed up their specific names, as the following 
extracts from his descriptions clearly indicate :— 


(2) V. fugax Dela R. — *... Petalorum vero interiorum trium, 
lacinae mediae aristatae, rectae . . ."' 
(3) V. aristata De la R. *... Flores lutei fugaces vix per trihor- 


ium persistentes . . .' 

Ker went so far as to change these two specific names around, and in 
Bot. Mag. under t. 696 he placed V. glaucopis DC. and V. aristata De la 
R. as synonyms under Moraea tricuspis var. B., with the following note 
about the latter: “quo male invicem commutantur nomina trivialia 
duarum ultimarum specierum ; postremae ergo penultimae redonetur 
titulus, et vice versa." In Bot. Mag. t. 1238, Ker placed V. fugax De la 
R. as a synonym under Moraea edulis Ker var. Roem. & Schult., in Syst. 
Veg. i, 489—490 (1817) followed Ker in changing De la Roche's specific 
names around. 

Even though the names were confused, they have to remain in the 
order in which they were published. Baker, in his work on the Iridaceae 
in the Fl. Cap. (vi, 21) placed V. aristata De la R. as a synonym under 
Moraea edulis Ker var longifolia. According to De la Roche's description 
there is no doubt that it is the same as this plant. The name aristata 
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should, by rights, have been given to the species, but since it lias been 
used, although incorrectly, for another species in the genus, it cannot 
now be restored to this species. 

With regard to Vieusseuxia fugax De la R., Baker did not consider 
this to be the same as Moraea glaucopis Drap. and, as the name fugax 
had already been used in the genus Moraea (M. fugax Jacq. Hort. Vind. 
iii, 14, t. 20 (1776) — M. edulis Ker), he renamed this species Moraea 
candida Baker and added a note to the effect that it was known only from 
De la Roche's description. From the description it is clearly the same as 
M. glaucopis. 

Whether V. aristata Houtt. is the same as Moraea villosa or M. 
glaucopis, it is certainly not the same as Vieusseuxia aristata De la Roche, 
and Ascherson and Graebner’s combination therefore falls away and 
cannot be applied to Moraea glaucopis Drap. nor to M. tricuspis Ker. 
For the former the earliest name is Vieusseuxia fugax De la R. but 
previous use of the name fugax in the genus Moraea precludes its use for 
this species. As it is the same as Iris tricuspidata L.f. I propose the 
following new combination with synonymy :— 


Moraea tricuspidata Lewis comb. nov. 

Iris tricuspidata L.f. Suppl. 98 (1781) ; Iris tricuspis Thunb. Diss. 
Tris 14 (1782), partly ; Jacq. Collect. iv, 99, t. 9, f. 1 (1790); Vieus- 
seuxia glaucopis DC. Ann. Mus. ii, 141, t. 42 (1803); Red. Lil. t. 42 
(1802); Flore des Serres, t. 423; Baker in Journ. Linn. Soc. xvi, 133 
(1878); Klatt Erganz. 34; Moraea glaucopis Drap. Enc. iv (1836) cum 
ie. ; Baker Handbk. Irid. 59 (1892); Fl. Cap vi, 23; Vieusseuxia fugax 
De la R. Descr. 33 (1766) ; DC. in Ann Mus. ii, 139; Moraea candida 
Baker Handbk. Irid. 59; Fl. Cap. vi, 24; Iris Pavonia Curt. Bot. Mag. 
t. 168 (1791) non aliorum ; Moraea tricuspis Ker var. B, Bot. Mag. sub 
t. 696 (1803). 

As there is no name available for Moraea tricuspis Ker var. A this 
species will have to be given a name. I therefore propose the following :— 


Moraea confusa Lewis nom. nov. 

Moraea tricuspis Ker var. A., Bot. Mag. t. 696 (1803) ; Gen. Irid. 36, 
in part ; Baker, Handbk. Irid. 58 (1892) ; Fl. Cap. vi, 25 ; Iris tricuspis 
Thunb. Diss. Iris 14 (1782), in part ; Jacq. Ic. ii, t. 222, left fig. (1786— 
93); Vieusseuxia tricuspis Spreng. Syst. Veg. i, 165; Baker in Journ. 
Linn. Soc. xvi, 133 (1878) ; Klatt, Erganz. 34 (1882). 


CoRRECTION.—Ín describing Romulea longituba as a new species 
(Journ. S.A. Bot. VII, p. 43) I overlooked the fact that this species had 
already been described by Dr. L. Bolus. The correct naming is therefore 
R. longituba L. Bolus. 


